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Claims 1-37 

Claims i-i7 have been i ejected under 3* I SC l ( >Ma) as being unpatentable over Sheldon et 
al {{ SoO"'24Sf>) in \iew of De Vugelo fl 'S^HO^io) and m set furthei view oi Shemkman et al 
(US5848424). 

The atuhsis of ob\ tousmss was set foith iti ittoham \ loJitt Av/<' iS"? ! S S 148 1 'SpQ 
4 so { i ooo) In order tu establish a /'/ una foe te case of ob\ tousness thiee basic enter ia must be 
met: 

I tist there must be some s//^eom>// <>/ motivaiioth either m the references 
thetnselses os m the knowledge geueiaSK as ailabie to one of online v skill in the art 
to modify the refetenee or to combine the teachings of the teieiuicess Second, there 
must be duu^onohle ex/vcn/iion ot s?aa o\ hnalh the pnoi aft lefcrcnce ot 
combined tefeiences must teach ot suggest </// rtic c limitations I he r^iLfungof 
suggestion ti > make th< t lainh J t < mibmutu >nan<l Oh n a\<»toh!e t v/v< /cm- >// 
s/ft'tt sv /><•>//? found in the {» tor oil and not based on applicant's disclosme 
(////.• \ t uU °47 j 2d 488, 20 I SPQUd 14^ (Ted fi, emphasis added) 

applicants respectfuils ha\ use the i ejection a,s fading the Oiaham test Specified! 1\ the 
combination pioposed in the [ejection fails at least the first and thud elements of the < ■raham tei>t 

Rugatding claims 1 10 and 1°, the {ejection fails at least the third element oi the < h adorn 
test To establish prima fOLie obuousness of a claimed invention ail the claim ft nutations must be 
laugh! os suggesied h\ ihe pilot art In n> AVi Lk 4W F 2d «S I i 80 I SPQ sso tCCF- A i«74) * All 
words in a claim must be considered m ludgmg the patentabilm of that claim against the pnoi att 
(me Hi /son 424 f 2d I i82, IM ( $PQ4'»4 4«« fCCPA \^0) 

Claims I 10 and 19 each iequue hnkima the tool ha i to a poitai. wheiem the portal is for 
aggregating content selected In the user 1 he [ejection relies on Sheldon's figs 18-20 and the 
links toolhaf of col 17 lines \~-43 to disclose this featttte Howexei, Applicants note thai 1 tgs 
18-20 do not show a poitai of a usei. not content a^giegated In the usei Rather, 1 igs 1 8-20 appeal 
to merelv show a web mow so and user manipulation of the deskbar itself not eontem Nowhoe 
do these Fuauies teach oi suggest that the deskbai is linked to a poitai of the uset, where the portal 
is lot aggregating content seleeted b\ the user 

\ se\ lew of col 1 7. lines }~-4^ re\ ealed no teaching oi suggestion that the deskbar is linked 
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to 4 portal of the useu wheie the portal is for augtegatmg content selected bs the usei 

Simiiat 1\ upon rex leu of the v links bar" in Sheldon, u docs not <tppeai that the usei is 
allowed to add links to the link bai Rat he. i it appeals that the links are ft\ed \ecoidmgi\ the hnt 
bar fads to teach 01 suiiycst that the dcskbai is linked to a portal of the usei where the portal is foi 
aggiegatmg content selected bs the usei 

\lso, tiic i election lehes on Shemhman's taiget to show a bucket that could he implemented 
on a toolbar I fo\\e\ et Shemhmau's target is not a tool which assists a usei to agmei/ak content, as 
conceded m the i ejection I he tejection tuither lelies on De Angelo s ssstem to show drag and 
dtop capabilities Howexet De Angel o tequnes use of the container echtoi sateen of He \ngelo 
hg 14 to allow changing and dropping content \owheie does De Angelo teach or suggest that his 
s\ stem could he linked to a taiget on a toolbar o\ ei a website \oi us theic am enablement for such 
a pioposJtion \ccordmgh , Applicants respectfuih disagree that the combination of <iit teaches 
each and c\cis limitation o£ claims 1, ]0 and i" 

Foi am ot the foregoing seasons the i ejection tails the flmd piong ol the ( haham test as 
the piioi art of jecord fails to teach 01 suggest the claimed limitation of linking the deskbai to a 
porta] of the usei, uhete the portal is foi aggiegatmg content selected b\ the usei 

Applicants also bebc\ c that the rejection of claims I, iu and 1° fails the lust prong of the 
Graham test. 

I he mere fact that rctciences carihe combined or modified does not tendei the resultant 
combination obvious unless the puoi ait also suggests the desirabilit\ of the combination In w 
Mills 016 t 2do80, lol SP02d M.HMhed (» W» Although a pn or art de\ ice *ma\ be 
capable ol bung modified to mn the wa\ the apparatus is claimed, theie must he a suggestion or 
moto anon m the refetence to do so ' u i o F 2d at oS2 l(> I sP02d at i 4S2 ) 

in the instant case the i ejection indicates that it would fune been oln ious to modrt\ 
Sheldon s deskbar to include a dsop taiget ot Shemkman, the motivation being foi the advantage of 
relating web locations without ueanny a pointing link fiom one to the other Applicants 
icspecthilh disagiee with that motivation fhe rejection idles m part on Sheldon showing a 1 hnl s 
bas * while the motivation to add Shemhman's taiget is the abdits to relate vveh locations without 
ueaiing a pointing link fiom one to the othei The motn ation seems to be at odds with ihe 
teachings puipoitcd to show the claimed elements Aceoidmdv die motivation appears to be 
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enotieous, thus causing tijtr rejection to fad tijtr Hist piong of the < )>uham test 

Hiither the icjee-uon ptoposed would, teqmie an impel misbible change in the puna pie of 
opeiduon ol Sheldon PaiUeuhnis the i ejection indicates thai it is Sheldon s link tooibai thdt meets 
the claim limitations Howe\ ct the purpose of Shcmkman\ drop taiget is to eliminate reliance on 
pointing itnks lo add Shetnkman s dtop target would del eat the punesple oi operation oi Denser)" s 
links toolbar which operates soieh on the principle of pointing links if the pioposcd modification 
of combination of the puoi ait would change the pnnupk of operation of the ptiot art (mention 
being modified, then the teachings of the lefeiences aie not sufficient to iendei the claims pt una 
/^Lvcobstons hucRjrn 270 F2dSK> 123 I SPO ^S 4) {CCPA i<>^> 

( iaims 2- u depend ffom claim 1, andtheiefoie mcorpoiate the limitations of claim I B 4 , 
\ utile oi then dependence claims 2-*) are also behe\ ed to be allowable ii an independent claim is 
nonobxious under 3 s - I'Sf 1 Oj, then an\ claim depending therefiom is nonob\ioits /// / //w 
8^7 I 2d !0"i M NPQ2d MOhtUiJ Cn P>K8) ilceonsidei ati on and allowance of claims 2-5 is 
respectful 1 v requested. 

Clamis i 1-18 depend fiom chum 10, and tiietefote tncoiporate the limitations of claim 10 
Bs <• irtue of theit dependence Uanns 1 1-1 ^ ate also behe\ ed to be allowable 

\duitionali\ legaiumg claims 2 and 1 1 \pphcants tespectfulh disagree that the pioposed 
combination of ait teaches oi suggests that the toolbar include a sign on button This ieatuie is not 
e\ en mentioned in the rejection \ceordmgh the [ejection fails the third prong of the ( irahurv test 

Fuithet icgaiding claims 2 and I 1 the i ejection ielies on oiltcial notice Official notice 
uiisuppotted bv documentary eudence should onl\ be tal en bs the examine; whete die facts 
aaseited to be well-known, oi to be common knowledge in the art are capable oi instant and 
unquestionable demon stiatton as being well-known \s noted b\ the couit in /// tc ihk'n 424 1 2d 
SMS. 1 00 1 16* IAPQ 4IS 420 {('{ PA the notice ot facts heuvui the tecojd which mas be 

taken b\ the evannnei must be capable of such instant and umiuestumable demonstration as to 
defv dispute' Kiting/// tc kuapp \In?hiuh< 'o 2^o f- 2d 2,50 U2 I SPQ b (CfP \ i ( >ol)) It is 
ne\u appiopuaie to ids soleh on common knowledge ' m the ait without o\ identian suppoitm 
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the record, as the principal evidence upon which a rejection was based. ZiHo.. 258 F.3d at 1385, 50 
USPQ2d at 1697. 

Claires 2 and 1 1 require that the toolbar include a sign on button, where the toolbar links to 
a portal upon the user signing in. Applicants submit that, at the time the present invention was 
made, toolbars Sinking to portals., much less after a user signs in. were not notorious and well 
known, and perhaps even nonexistent absent Applicants' disclosure. Accordingly, claims 2 and 12 
are distinguishable from the art of record, and the Official Notice does not apply to the limitations 
of claims 2 and II. 

II a Intuit, i ejection ol claims 2 and 1 1 tehes on Otfieul Notice, \ppiieants request a 
specttk showing of a toolbar having a sign on button where the toolbai links to the portal upon the 
user signing tn, and having each and esers claimed featuie and fuithet that piedates \pplicants 
date of invention. 

Regarding claims 4 and .13, Applicants respectfully disagree that the proposed combination 
of art teaches oj suggests that the toolkit include a headlines button The section of De Angelo cued 
m the t ejection met eh points to the description of the diawmgs and now bete implies that am 
content can be placed in a contaitiei And e\en if De Angelo did suggest that am content could be 
included tn a container there is no teaching ui any of the lefctences foi a headlines button where 
headlines of the poital ate dispia\ed on the web htowsei upon selection of the headlines button N u 
showing has been made that De Angelo is capable of genciatmg such headlines for displav, much 
less (hat a new button dispiaung such headlines could be added to Sheldon Aecordmgh, the 
rejection falls the third prong of the Graham test. 

Regarding claims 8 and 1 7, Applicants respectfulis disagjee that the pioposed combination 
of art teaches oi suggests a toolbai haung a seaich field The j ejection points to Sheldon col 1 
lines 1-8 ilowe\et, a leMew of this section se\ ealed no discussion of searching Applicants did 
note that Sheldon Figs 1S-20R mdude a search button Howe\ci desuiptton nf a search field 
on the toolbar was found Vceordmgh , the iejeuion fails the thud pumg of the < aaham test 
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Claims 20, 28, 36 and 37 contain limitations similar to claims I, 10. and SO. respectively 
Therefore, the rejection of claims 20, 28. 36 and 37 suffer from the same deficiencies as the 
rejection of claims .1, 10 and 10. 

Further, regarding claims 20, 28, 36 and 37, Applicants respectfully disagree that the 
proposed combination of art teaches or suggests a toolbar that includes a sign on button. This 
feature is not even mentioned in the rejection. Accordingly, the rejection fails the third prong of the 
iiraham test. 

Further, regarding claims 2 n , 28, 30 and 37, the rejection relies on official notice 
Applicants again challenge the taking of official notice Claims 20, 28. 36 and 37 require that the 
toolbar include a sign on burton, where the toolbar links to a porrai upon the user signing in. 
Applicants submit that, at the time the present invention was made, toolbars linking to portals, 
much less after a user signs in, were not notorious and well known, and perhaps even nonexistent 
absent Applicants' disclosure Accordingly, claims 20. 28, 36 and 3 " are distinguishable from the 
art of record., and the Official Notice does not apply to the limitations of claims 20., 28. 36 and 37 

If a future rejection of claims 20, 28 36 and 37 relies on Official Notice, -Applicants request 
a specific showing of a toolbar having a sign on button where the toolbar links to the portal upon 
the user signing in, and having each and every claimed feature, and further that predates Applicants' 
date of invention. 

( laims 2 l-2" T depend fiom claim 2<>, and therefore mcoipotate the limitations of claim 20 
B\ \ utue of thesr dependence, claims 2 1 -27 are also behoved to be allowable 

( Idims 29-3^ depend horn claim 28 and theiefore mcoipotate the limitations of claim 28 
Bv virtue of then dependence, claims 2°- ^ ate also bebe\ed to be allowable 

\ddihonalh iet>aidj.nt> claims 22 and 30 Applicants bdiev e that the rejection is eironcous 
for the same reasons as set forth above in the discussion of cl aim 4. 

Axlditionalh , regarding claims 26 and M, \ppiicants be?ie\ e that the rejection is erroneous 
foi the same seasons as set forth above m the discussion of chum 8 
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In the e\ent a telephone convention would expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
l\aniinei mas reach the nndetsmned at (-f08) ( >7!-25" 7 i fot pasniuu of any <iddiUonaS fees due m 
connection with the filing of thts paper, the Comrmssronei \s authorized to charge such fees to 
Deposit UcouniNo ^0-13^1 (Oidt-i \o \YlDP3iJ0) 



Respectful 1 > su hmi tted . 
/KEViNZILKA/ 

Ik 

Kevin J Zilka 
Reg. No 4 1 ,429 
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